Four measurement models of the structure of motivation to volunteer were evaluated in 2 samples of older (minimum age = 50 years), active volunteers. Motivation to volunteer was assessed with the Volunteer Functions Inventory. Whereas no support was found for either unidimensional or bipartite models, qualified support was observed for both 6-factor and 2nd-order factor models. The best fit of the data was obtained with the 6-factor model of motivation to volunteer (career, enhancement, protective, social, understanding, and values). Contrary to the prediction derived from the 2nd-order factor model, the 6 volunteer motives were differentially related to demographic variables and number of hours spent volunteering for the organization during the past year. Implications for assessing motivation to volunteer among older adults and recruiting older adults as volunteers are discussed.
During the past 25 years, there has been a substantial increase in the proportion of older adults who engage in formal organizational volunteering. Chambre (1993) noted that, whereas in 1965 11% of people over the age of 65 volunteered, in 1990 41% of people over the age of 65 volunteered. Chambre suggested that the increased rate of volunteer work over time among older adults was due to several factors, including (a) improvements across cohorts in educational attainment and health; (b) favorable shifts in the public attitude toward aging and elders; (c) an increased valuing of volunteer work; and (d) expanded opportunities for older volunteers in the public and private sectors.
What benefits does society accrue from volunteer work by elders? With the exception of paid work and child care, age has been shown to be unrelated to the percentage of adults who are engaged in various productive activities such as housework, home maintenance, grocery shopping, informal help, and volunteer work (Herzog, Kahn, Morgan, Jackson, & Antonucci, 1989) . On the basis of data reported by Herzog and Morgan (1992) , it can be estimated that during 1986, people older than 54 years of age contributed more than 1.3 billion hours of volunteer work in organizations. It can also be estimated that for 1986, Americans over the age of 54 years contributed more than 7.8 billion dollars through their volunteer activities. Through Morris A. Okun and Alicia Barr, Department of Psychology, Arizona State University; A. Regula Herzog, Institute for Social Research and Department of Psychology, University of Michigan.
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Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Morris A. Okun, Department of Psychology, Arizona State University, Tempe, Arizona 82287-1104. Electronic mail maybe sent to dr.morris@asu.edu. the efforts of older volunteers, churches, civic organizations, and social welfare and health agencies are able to maintain current services and to expand both the quantity and quality of their services (Fischer, Mueller, & Cooper, 1991) .
What benefits accrue to older people from volunteering? In an experimental field study of older adults, Midlarsky (1989) examined the effects of providing personalized information about volunteer opportunities and encouragement to volunteer on volunteer behavior and subjective well-being, including selfesteem. The results of that study indicated that, compared with a control group, the intervention group engaged in more volunteer activity and had higher self-esteem scores. Moreover, the amounl of volunteer activity was a significant predictor of self-esteem scores. Productive activities such as volunteering provide an opportunity for older people to validate the self-perception that "I am competent" and to sustain their self-esteem (Herzog, Franks, Markus, & Holmberg, 1998) . Thus, volunteering represents one of the avenues to aging well both for older adults and for society (Herzog & House, 1991) .
In several studies of motives for volunteering (Anderson & Moore, 1978; Gidron, 1978; Morrow-Howell & Mui, 1989; Stone & Velmans, 1980 -1981 , older adults were asked the reasons why they served as volunteers. According to the Marriott Seniors Volunteerism Study (MSVS; Marriott Senior Living Services, 1991) , the motive endorsed most frequently by older volunteers as a major reason for volunteering was "to help others" (83%). Other motives for volunteering included "to feel useful or productive" (65%) and "to fulfill a moral responsibility" (51%).
The primary purpose of the present study was to test three previously proposed models and one new model of seniors' motivation to volunteer. To establish the generalizability of our findings with respect to these models, we tested them using confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) in two separate samples. Another purpose was to supplement our CFAs with correlational analyses that examined the associations between motives for volunteering on the one hand and demographic variables and 60S frequency of volunteering on the other. The remainder of the introduction is devoted to reviewing (a) weaknesses in research on motivation to volunteer; (b) measurement models of motivation to volunteer; and (c) research on the correlates of motivation to volunteer.
Weaknesses in Measures of Motivation to Volunteer
Most research on motivation to volunteer has been flawed in one or more ways (Clary & Snyder, 1991; Cnaan & GoldbergGlen, 1991) . With respect to sampling, two common problems have been the reliance on volunteers from a single site and the use of small samples (Cnaan & Goldberg-Glen, 1991) . With respect to measurement, researchers have often used one of three strategies: (a) analyze each individual item on a list of motives; (b) group the items on a conceptual basis without empirical validation; or (c) group the items on an empirical basis without a conceptual framework (Clary & Snyder, 1991) . Cnaan and Goldberg-Glen (1991) reported that only 3 of the 27 studies they reviewed included an examination of the interrelationships among the motives that were assessed. Furthermore, researchers have generally ignored the issue that demand characteristics associated with completing items assessing motivation to volunteer may influence the responses given. Thus, Clary and Snyder (1991) observed that "the widespread use of measures of unknown reliability and validity is troublesome" (p. 137).
Measurement Models of Motivation to Volunteer
In research aimed at understanding motivation to volunteer, investigators have proposed one-factor (Cnaan & GoldbergGlen, 1991) , two-factor (Latting, 1990) , and six-factor (Clary, Snyder, & Ridge, 1992 ) models. We empirically evaluated these three measurement models of motivation to volunteer. In addition, we examined the viability of a second-order factor model of seniors' motivation to volunteer. We now describe each of these four models in detail.
Unidimensional Factor Model
The Unidimensional model of motivation to volunteer (Cnaan & Goldberg-Glen, 1991) postulates that "volunteers act not from a single motive or a category of motives but from a combination of motives that can be described overall as 'a rewarding experience' " (p. 281). Consistent with Tinker's (1979) theory of commitment, the Unidimensional model proposes that people are motivated to volunteer by a particular meaningful whole that is relevant for them.
Support for this conceptualization is derived from a study of 258 committed volunteers from human service agencies and 104 nonvolunteers (mean age = 50.6 years). When Cnaan and Goldberg (1991) conducted an exploratory factor analysis using varimax rotation and an unspecified extraction technique on responses to the 28 items culled from their literature review, they found that a single-factor model provided a better fit to the data than several multifactor models. Twenty-two items loaded on this factor. Cnaan and Goldberg formed the Motivation to Volunteer Scale by summing the responses to the 22 items (coefficient a = .86).
One problem with the items on the Motivation to Volunteer Scale is that they were not derived within the context of a theoretical framework. When Luciani (1993) performed an exploratory factor analysis using varimax rotation and an unspecified extraction technique on the items on the Motivation to Volunteer Scale (N = 432; minimum age = 55 years), she found seven factors.
Two-Factor Model
Several researchers contend that people have more than one reason for volunteering (Unger, 1991; Van Til, 1988) . The bipartite model (Frisch & Gerrard, 1981; Latting, 1990) posits that people are motivated to volunteer by concerns for others (altruistic motives) and self (egoistic motives). Frisch and Gerrard (1981) administered 11 items on motives for volunteering to a sample of Red Cross volunteers (mean age = 49 years). A principal-components analysis (PCA) of the responses to these items supported the notion that altruistic and egoistic motives were distinct dimensions of volunteer motivation. It is not clear whether the researchers specified an orthogonal or nonorthogonal rotation of the factors that were extracted in this analysis. Similar findings were reported by Latting (1990) . She administered nine items on motives for volunteering to a sample of Big Brothers and Big Sisters (mean age = 32 years). Responses to these items were subjected to an exploratory factor analysis (factor extraction technique not reported) using varimax rotation. The results supported the bipartite model. The two factors that emerged were labeled Altruistic and Egoistic. Clary and Snyder (1991) observed that there were several distinct egoistic motives for volunteering. Consequently, Clary et al. (1992) developed a more complex model of the motivational underpinnings of volunteering. Clary et al. (1992) proposed a functional theory of motivation to volunteer. According to the functional theory, acts of volunteerism can be analyzed in terms of differences in the motives that are satisfied, the needs that are met, and the goals that are reached. Clary and Snyder (1990) identified six primary functions that are relevant to volunteering. These functions include (a) values (i.e., expressing deeply held beliefs about the importance of helping others); (b) social (i.e., conforming to the norms of significant others); (c) career (i.e., seeking ways to get started or advance in the world of work); (d) understanding (i.e., engaging in activities that promote learning); (e) enhancement (i.e., enhancing one's sense of self worth); and (f) protective (i.e., escaping negative feelings).
Multifactor Model
On the basis of this classification scheme, Clary et al. (1992) developed the Volunteer Functions Inventory (VFI). They demonstrated that the subscales of the VFI that assess the six motives for volunteering have adequate internal consistency reliability (lowest coefficient a = .80) in samples of adult volunteers (mean age = 41 years) and undergraduates (60% had experience as volunteers). Test-retest reliability estimates for VFI subscales over a 1-month period for a sample of college students (62% had experience as volunteers) ranged from .64 (Protec-live) to .78 (Values). Furthermore, scores on the VFI subscales are unrelated to social desirability (Clary et al., 1992) . Clary et al. (1998) performed two separate sets of factor analyses on the VFI. They began by carrying out an exploratory factor analysis, using the PCA extraction technique (factor rotation not reported), of the responses of a sample of volunteers (mean age = 41 years). As expected, six components emerged with eigenvalues greater than one. Next, Clary et al. performed a secondary exploratory factor analysis using the principal axis factor extraction technique with oblique rotation, in which six factors were specified. The results of this analysis supported their functional motivation for volunteering model, with items almost always loading on their intended factor.
Finally, CFA was applied to the VFI data and five-, six-, and seven-factor oblique models were tested. The method of factor extraction for these analyses was not reported. 
Second-Order Factor Model
Conceptually, one might expect negative correlations between altruistic and egoistic motive scores. However, Clary and Miller (1986) reported a positive correlation (r = . 37) between endorsing altruistic and egoistic motives for volunteering. In a study of AIDS volunteers, Omoto and Snyder (1995) reported that all 10 correlations among five motives for volunteering subscale scores (i.e., Values, Community Concern, Understanding, Personal Development, and Esteem Enhancement) were positive and significant (p < .05). These correlations ranged from .20 (Values with Personal Development) to .46 (Community Concern with Personal Development) and had a median correlation of .335. Similarly, Clary et al. (1998) reported mean correlations among the six VFI motive scales of .34 for a sample of adult volunteers and .41 for a sample of students. Therefore, building on the first-order factor model, it can be hypothesized that the six functions identified by Clary et al. (1992) are indicators of a more global construct that can be labeled a general motivation to volunteer,
The second-order factor model posits that there are several interrelated dimensions of motivation to volunteer. Furthermore, the second-order factor model assumes that the covariation among the first-order dimensions is due to their common dependence on a more abstract and overarching construct reflecting one's overall motivation to volunteer.
Correlates of Volunteer Motives
The secondary purpose of the present study was to examine the correlations between (a) VFI total scale scores and VFI subscale scores and (b) the demographic variables and frequency of volunteering. In several cross-sectional studies, age has been found to be inversely related to the career, understanding, and social motives for volunteering (Clary & Snyder, 1990; Fischer & Schaffer, 1993; Francies, 1983; Frisch & Gerrard, 1981; Gidron, 1978; Wiehe & Isenhour, 1977) and positively related to the protective motive for volunteering (Fischer et al., 1991; Stone & Velmans, 1980 -1981 . Inconsistent results have been found for sex differences in volunteer motives. For example, whereas Sainer and Zander (1971) reported that men were more motivated to volunteer than women by the protective motive, Morrow-Howell and Mui (1989) observed that women were more motivated to volunteer than men by the protective motive. As educational attainment increases, protective motives for volunteering appear to decrease in importance (Anderson & Moore, 1978) .
Relative to volunteers who are retired, volunteers who are working have been shown to be more motivated by values and social motives (Marriott Senior Living Services, 1991) . According to the MSVS (Marriott Senior Living Services, 1991), single and divorced volunteers are more motivated by the protective motive than married volunteers.
Scant attention has been paid to the correlates of frequency of senior volunteering. In a causal model, Herzog and Morgan (1993) found that only two variables-extraversion and organizational participation-had significant direct effects on the number of hours spent volunteering. Okun (1994) also investigated predictors of frequency of volunteering. He observed that the background variables of educational attainment and affiliating with the Democratic Party were positively related to the frequency of volunteering and that working full time was inversely related to frequency of volunteering.
Of particular interest to the present study, two specific motives for volunteering predicted frequency of volunteer (Okun, 1994) . The motive of "volunteering to feel useful or productive" was the strongest predictor of frequency of volunteering. The motive of "volunteering to fulfill a moral obligation" was also a significant predictor of frequency of volunteering. Furthermore, controlling for the contribution of these motive variables, the number of major reasons for volunteering did not add to the prediction of frequency of volunteering. Okun (1994) concluded that it is important to consider the specific motives of older volunteers as opposed to their overall level of motivation.
Method

Participants
In the present study, models were tested on data collected from two separate samples of volunteers. Participants from the first sample were adults (minimum age = 50 years) who volunteered at health care facilities located in Scottsdale, Arizona. The facilities were operated by Scottsdale Memorial Health Systems Incorporated (SMHSI sample).
Of the 808 potential respondents, 409 volunteers participated, resulting in a response rate of 51%.
Participants from the second sample were adults (minimum age = 55 years) who were members of the Maricopa Chapter of the Retired and Senior Volunteer Program (RSVP sample). Maricopa RSVP is sponsored by the Area Agency on Aging, Region One, and serves Scottsdale, Phoenix, and the western part of Maricopa County. Maricopa RSVP acts as a "broker," matching members with organizations that need volunteers. Thus, RSVP members volunteer in heterogeneous settings and carry out diverse assignments. Of the 677 potential RSVP respondents, 372 volunteers participated, resulting in a response rate of 55%.
Comparison of the RSVP and SMHSI samples. The demographic characteristics of the two samples are summarized in Table 1 . The samples were compared on demographic variables using chi-square tests.
The two samples did not differ significantly (p > .05) with respect to sex, ethnicity, and marital status. Significant (p < .05) differences between the RSVP and SMHSI samples were observed with respect to age, X 2 (3, N = 781) = 14.76, education, * 2 (4, N = 781) = 20.14, perceived health, x 2 (4, AT = 781) = 37.56, and work status, x 2 (3, N = 781) = 21.92.
Relative to the RSVP sample, the SMHSI sample had a higher percentage of volunteers who were younger than 60 (12% vs. 4%) and a lower percentage of volunteers who did not complete high school (2% vs.
10%). Relative to the SMHSI sample, the RSVP sample had a lower percentage of volunteers who rated their health as very good or excellent (43% vs. 68% ) and a higher percentage of volunteers who were working (23% vs. 9%).
Comparison of participants and nanparticipants within each organi-
zation. From archival records, we were able to obtain data on the population of volunteers for several variables that were assessed on our questionnaire. For both organizations, we examined whether participants and nonparticipants differed on sex, ethnicity, and hours volunteered for the organization during the past year. In addition, for the SMHSI sample we were able to compare participants and nonparticipants on self-rated 
Measures
The survey packet associated with each sample contained several questionnaire measures. Survey packets for both samples assessed reasons for volunteering, hours spent volunteering, and demographics using the same questions. In addition, the survey packets for each sample contained a unique section that addressed different issues that had been identified by each director of volunteer services.
VFI.
On the VFI (Clary & Snyder, 1991) respondents indicate on a 7-point scale how important and accurate each reason is for why they volunteer. Scale endpoints are not at all important/accurate for you (1) and extremely important/accurate for you (7). When completing the VFI, respondents were instructed to remember the particular organization that they volunteered for (SMHSI or RSVP). The VFI consists of 30 items, 5 items per motive. Tb minimize order effects, we mixed items tapping different motives together and changed the order of the VFI items from the first to the second sample.
Hours spent volunteering. The hours spent volunteering were constructed from responses to two questions. The first question asked respondents how many weeks during the past year they had volunteered at this placement The second question asked respondents how many hours a week they volunteered at this placement during a typical week when they volunteered. The number of hours spent volunteering was computed by multiplying the number of weeks devoted to volunteering at this placement during the past year by the number of hours spent volunteering at this placement during a typical week.
Demographics. Participants were asked questions regarding their age, sex, ethnicity, marital status, work status, education, and health status and the number of weeks during the past year that they resided in Phoenix.
Results
CFAs
A series of four CFAs was conducted on the 30 observed indicators listed in Table 2 . These analyses were conducted with the LISREL VIII statistical package (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993) and used maximum-likelihood estimation. By conducting the analyses separately for each sample, we addressed the issue of the generalizability of our findings with respect to the fit of the models to the data. I am concerned about those less fortunate than myself.
I am genuinely concerned about the particular group I am serving. I feel compassion toward people in need. 1 can do something for a cause that is important to me. I feel it is important to help others.
My friends volunteer. People I am close to want me to volunteer. Others to whom I am close place a high value on community service. Volunteering is an important activity to the people 1 know best. People I know share an interest in community service.
these criterion values are to be used as guides, not as absolute measures of model fit.
Unidimensional model. The first CFA tested the theory that the combination of motives reported by older volunteers is the result of an underlying motivation for a rewarding experience. In the single-factor model, each of the 30 indicators in Table 2 was specified to load on the single Reward factor.
The GFIs associated with the single-factor model revealed that this measurement specification did not provide an adequate fit to the data. As shown in Table 3 , none of the absolute or relative fit indices approached the cutoff value associated with an acceptable measurement model. Two-factor model. The second CFA tested the theory that older volunteers are motivated by either altruistic or egoistic motives. For this model, the first five indicators in Table 2 (i.e., the value-expressive items) were specified to load on the Altruistic Motive factor, and the remaining 25 indicators in Table 2 were specified to load on the Egoistic Motive factor. Furthermore, the two factors were allowed to correlate with each other. Inspection of Table 3 reveals that the absolute and relative GFIs were unacceptable, suggesting that a two-factor model of motivation for volunteering did not adequately fit the data for either sample.
Multlfactor model. The third measurement model tested the theory that older adults are motivated by multiple, distinct motives. Figure 1 depicts the multifactor model that was empirically evaluated. The following six motivation factors were specified: Values (value expressive), Social, Protective, Understanding, Career, and Enhancement (esteem). In terms of the specification of the model's parameters, (a) the lambda-x matrix of factor loadings was specified such that each of the 30 indicators in Table 1 had a nonzero loading on one factor, whereas the loadings on the other five factors were constrained to be zero; (b) all off-diagonal elements of the theta-delta matrix of errors of measurement were fixed to zero, consistent with the expectation of uncorrelated error terms; and (c) because the dimensions of motivation to volunteer were predicted to be correlated, the covariances among the six latent constructs were specified as free to be estimated in phi, the latent factor covariance matrix.
In addition, to identify the model, the variance of each latent construct was fixed to be a value of 1.0.
As can be seen in Table 3 , the six-factor model of motivation to volunteer in the SMHSI sample came close to meeting several of the cutoffs associated with the GFIs. Although the chi-square values were large in both samples, and the x l '-df ratios were above 2.4 in both samples, in the SMHSI sample the CFI and IFI values were .90 and the RMSEA was .06. By comparison, the RMSEA was somewhat higher and the CFI and IFI were somewhat lower in the RSVP sample. Another way to examine the utility of the multifactor model is to inspect the factor loadings. In general, loadings of .40 or higher are acceptable. As can be seen in Figure 1 , only 2 of the 30 factor loadings for each sample were below .40. The loading of the indicator "My friends volunteer" on the social motive in the SMHSI sample was .39, as was the loading of the indicator "Doing volunteer work relieves me of some of the guilt over being more fortunate than others'' on the protective motive in the RSVP sample. Moreover, in each sample, all factor loadings were significant at the .01 level.
We had anticipated that the motive factors would be substantially correlated with each other. With the exception of the career motive, the results were consistent with our expectations. As can be seen in Figure 1 , excluding the career motive, the median factor correlation was .665 in the SMHSI sample and .530 in the RSVP sample.
Second-order factor model. The final CFA tested the theory that the six functional motives are indicators of a more general motive to volunteer among older adults. Figure 2 depicts the second-order factor model that was empirically evaluated. Again, six latent factors were specified-Values (value expressive), Social, Protective, Understanding, Career, and Enhancement (esteem)-as dimensions of older adults' responses to the VFI items. The second-order factor, called General Motivation to Volunteer, was hypothesized to ' 'cause'' each of the firstorder factors. The specification of the parameters for the secondorder model factor model was similar to the specification used for the multifactor model, except that the loadings of the first- order factors on the second-order factor were estimated and the correlations among the first-order factors were set to zero (offdiagonal elements of PSI matrix = 0).
The fit of the second-order factor model was highly similar to that of the multifactor model. The chi-square for each model was significant, and the x 2 -df ratio was above 2.40 in both samples. Whereas the values for the relative fit indices approached the cutoffs in the SMHSI sample, the RMSEA index was somewhat higher and the CFIs and IFIs were somewhat lower in the RSVP sample (see Table 3 ).
As can be seen in Figure 2 , the first-order factor loadings ranged from .39 to .82 in the SMHSI sample and from .37 to .90 in the RSVP sample. Note that these loadings are virtually identical to the loadings obtained from estimating the first-order, six-factor model. Figure 2 also shows the second-order factor loadings, which indicate how strongly the first-order factors were related to the higher order motivation to volunteer dimension. In the SMHSI sample, the second-order factor loadings were highest for the enhancement (esteem; .95) and understanding (.94) motives and lowest for the career motive (.29). Similarly, in the RSVP sample, the second-order factor loadings were highest for the understanding (.87) and enhancement (esteem; .83) motives and lowest for the career motive (.27). Except for the career motive, the second-order factor loadings were within acceptable limits.
Comparison of Jit among models. Because all four models were nested, we performed chi-square difference tests (James, Mulaik, & Brett, 1983) to compare their goodness of fit to the data. As can be seen in Table 4 , specification of a one-factor model resulted in a significant degradation in fit relative to the other three models. Similarly, the fit of the two-factor model to the data was not as good as the fit of either the multifactor model or the second-order factor model. Finally, the fit of the second-order factor model to the data was not as good as the fit of the six-factor model.
Sources of Misfit for the Six-Factor Model
To determine the sources of misfit, we inspected the modification indices and covariances between latent variables and indicators for the six-factor model in both samples. Of the 15 enhancement, understanding, and protective items, 6 had modification indices above 10 for cross-loadings on the Enhancement, Understanding, and Protective factors in one of the two samples. For example, in the RSVP sample, the modification indices for loading the enhancement item "Volunteering is a way to make new friends" on the Understanding and Protective factors were 66.94 and 26.73, respectively. In the RSVP sample, the covariance of this enhancement item was 1.04 with the Enhancement factor and 0.75 and 0.66 with the Understanding and Protective factors. In contrast, the covariances of this enhancement item with the other three factors was .55 (Values) .47 (Social), and .16 (Career). The magnitude of the cross-loadings of some of the enhancement, protective, and understanding items on the Enhancement, Protective, and Understanding factors suggested that these items may not be "pure" markers of only one dimension of motivation to volunteer among older adults.
Correlates of Motivation to Volunteer
Although the original six-factor model provided a better fit to the data than the second-order factor model, the chi-square change was relatively small (see Table 4 ). Therefore, one can argue that the second-order factor model is superior to the sixfactor model because the former provides a more parsimonious explanation of motivation to volunteer by older adults than the latter. Practically speaking, if the relations between the various motive subscales and other variables are uniform, then researchers and practitioners would be justified in collapsing the six first-order dimensions into a single summary score denoting an overall motivation to volunteer.
To address this issue, we examined whether the VFI scales were related to demographic variables, self-reports of the number of hours spent volunteering for the organization during the past 12 months, and sample. Using unit weighting, for each of the six VFI subscales, we averaged the responses to five items. For the VFI total scale score, we averaged the responses to the 30 items. Thus, scores on each of the six VFI subscales and the VFI scale score could range from 1 to 7. Table 5 shows estimates of internal consistency reliability, means, and standard deviations for the VFI scales. Table 6 shows the correlations of the VFI scales with the demographic variables and with the number of hours spent volunteering during the past month. To eliminate an extraneous source of variance from these analyses, we excluded seasonal residents. Obviously, seasonal residents would have fewer opportunities to volunteer at these sites relative to year-round residents. We decided to report these correlations separately for each sample because the SMHSI and RSVP samples differed significantly on several demographic variables.
Within each sample, except for education, each demographic variable was correlated significantly with only one or two of the motives. For example, age was correlated positively with the social motive in both samples and age was correlated negatively with the career motive in the RSVP sample. Furthermore, in the SMHSI and RSVP samples alike, at least one VFI subscale exhibited a stronger relation with each of the demographic variables than the VFI total scale score. For example, the correlation between being widowed and Protective scale scores was .18 in the RSVP sample and .19 in the SMHSI sample, whereas the correlation between being widowed and the VFI total scale score was .08 in both samples.
In the SMHSI sample, the number of hours spent volunteering for the organization during the past year was significantly correlated with the Enhancement scale, r(300) = .13, p < .05, and the VFI total scale, K300) = .12, p < .05. For the RSVP sample, the number of hours spent volunteering for the organization during the past year was significantly correlated with the Enhancement scale, r(246) = .21, p < .01, the Protective scale, r(246) = .14, p < .05, the Understanding scale, K246) = .14, p < .05, and the VFI total scale, /<246) = .18, p < .01.
The volunteers in the two samples did not differ significantly (p > .05) with respect to the Enhancement and Career scales. In contrast, RSVP volunteers had significantly (p < .05) higher scores than SMHSI volunteers on the Social (Ms = 3.32 vs. 
Discussion
Our discussion is divided into five sections: (a) evaluation of the measurement models; (b) comparison with other studies using the VFI; (c) limitations of the study; (d) implications for research; and (e) implications for practice.
Evaluation of the Measurement Models
In 1991, Fischer et al. concluded that "the truth of the matter is that there is little understanding of why people volunteer" (p. 186). Cnaan and Goldberg-Glen (1991) noted that an important gap in knowledge pertains to the structure of motivation to volunteer. In the present study, we empirically tested four measurement models of motivation in two samples of older adults.
The earliest measurement models of motivation to volunteer posited simple conceptual structures. The one-factor model (Cnaan & Goldberg, 1991) proposes that motivation to volunteer represents a unitary composition of motives. The two-factor model (Frisch & Gerrard, 1981) hypothesizes that motivation to volunteer consists of two distinct motives: altruistic (concern for others) and egoistic (concern for self). The x*'-dfs ratios and the GFIs provide no support for the notions that motivation to volunteer by older adults is a unidimensional or bipartite construct. Thus, more complex conceptualizations of older adults' motivation to volunteer are warranted. We examined a six-factor model derived from a functional analysis of motivation to volunteer (Clary et al., 1992) . Furthermore, because the first-order factors were observed to be correlated in younger samples (Clary et al., 1998; Omoto & Snyder, 1995) , we tested a second-order factor model. Conceptually, the difference between these two models rests on the assumption made in the second-order factor model that the correlations among the first-order factors are attributable to their common dependence on a more abstract higher order construct reflecting one's overall motivation to volunteer. The X 2 '-df ratios and the relative GFIs provided qualified support for both of these measurement models. Also, the IFIs listed in Table 2 were similar for the six-factor and second-order factor models. For instance, the difference in the NFI between the six-factor model and the second-order factor model was only .01 in both the SMHSI and RSVP samples. Nevertheless, the fit of the multifactor model to the data was superior to the fit of the second-order factor model. Krause (1993) suggested that two other criteria could be used to evaluate the relative utility of first-and second-order factor models. First, the factor loadings can be compared. Because the differences between the two models in the estimates of the firstorder factor loadings were negligible, this criterion did not permit us to distinguish between the utility of the first-and secondorder factor models. Figure 2 . A second-order factor model of motivation to volunteer. LISREL-derived completely standardized coefficients are presented first for the Retired and Senior Volunteer Program, followed by those for the Scottsdale Memorial Health Systems Incorporated sample in parentheses. Straight arrows from £, to rjs represent the loadings of first-order latent factors on the second-order factor (gamma coefficients), straight arrows from latent factors to observed indicators represent factor loadings (lambda coefficients), and the remaining straight arrows to observed indicators represent error variance (theta coefficients). Note. SMHSI = Scottsdale Memorial Health Systems Incorporated; RSVP = Program.
Retired and Senior Volunteer
The second criteria suggested by Krause (1993) is to assess whether the dimensions of the construct are differentially related to other variables. If the effects of the first-order factors are uniform, then researchers and practitioners are justified in using the global construct. However, if the first-order factors exert differential effects, then researchers and practitioners need to use the various dimensions of the construct.
In the present study, we focused on whether scores on the VFI scales would be related to demographic variables, selfreported hours spent volunteering for the organization during the past year (see Table 6 ), and sample. Clearly, the bivariate relations between the six motivation to volunteer scales and the demographic variables, frequency of volunteering, and sample (RSVP vs. SMHSI) were not uniform. Furthermore, within the SMHSI and RSVP samples, the VFI total score did not exhibit the largest association with any of the demographic variables or with frequency of volunteering. Thus, the six-factor model appears to be more viable than the second-order factor model because the scale scores varied in terms of their relationships to the demographic variables and the frequency of volunteering, and the six-factor model provides a slightly better fit to the data than the second-order factor model. Note. Correlations for the SMHSI sample appear in boldface type, and the remaining correlations represent the RSVP sample. For correlations between volunteer motives and frequency of volunteering, the sample sizes were 248 and 302 in the RSVP and SMHSI samples, respectively. For correlations between volunteer motives and demographic variables, the sample size were 264 and 339 in the RSVP and SMHSI samples, respectively. * Women = 1; men = 0.
b Widowed individuals = 1; married, divorced, and single individuals = 0. c Unemployed individuals = 1; employed and retired individuals = 0. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. Clary et al. (1998) used CFA to analyze the structure of motivation to volunteer in college student and middle-aged samples. In the present study, we performed similar analyses on two samples of older volunteers. It is interesting to compare the results with respect to the factors that emerge, the pattern of factor correlations, and indices of goodness of fit. Across all the samples, the same six dimensions appear to underlie motivation to volunteer. In addition, the pattern of factor correlations across samples of different ages suggests that the dimensions of motivation to volunteer are interrelated. The one exception is that the Career factor is correlated less with the other factors in the older adult sample. This discrepancy probably is attributable to the fact that older adults rarely endorse career items as reasons for volunteering. Given that volunteering in later life may be associated with a transition from full-to part-time work (Herzog & Morgan, 1993) , it is not surprising that older people rarely are motivated to volunteer by career concerns.
Comparison With Other Studies Using the VFI
On some indices (e.g., the GFI, NFI, and RMSres) Clary et al. (1998) achieved an acceptable fit in their middle-aged sample and a marginally acceptable fit in their college student sample. However, the x 2 : df 'ratios for the six-factor model were high in both the middle-aged (3.44:1) and college student (5.25:1)
samples. In our six-factor model, the fit was marginal for the SMHSI sample and substandard for the RSVP sample. The 
Demographic Correlates of Volunteer Motives
In contrast to past research, we did not find age differences in the understanding (Gidron, 1978) and protective (Stone & Velrnans, 1980 -1981 motives. The previously reported inverse relation between age and the importance of the career motive (Frisch & Gerrard, 1981) was observed only in the RSVP sample. Whereas earlier studies have shown that the social motive was less important among older than younger volunteers (Francies, 1983) , our results indicate that the social motive was more important among older than younger volunteers. In part, these discrepancies may be attributable to the truncated age range of the participants in our study (minimum age = 50 years).
In both studies, female volunteers had higher protective motive scores than did male volunteers, a finding that is consistent with the sex differences in volunteer motivation reported by Morrow-Howell and Mui (1989) . Also consistent with previous studies of the protective motive, education was inversely related to volunteering to escape negative feelings (Anderson & Moore, 1978) .
In the MSVS (Marriott Senior Living Services, 1991), retired volunteers had lower scores than employed volunteers on the social and value dimensions of motivation to volunteer and married volunteers had lower scores than single and divorced volunteers on the protective dimension of motivation to volunteer. In the present study, we replicated the finding that married older volunteers report being less motivated to volunteer to escape negative feelings than single and divorced older volunteers.' However, we did not find any evidence that older volunteers who were working differed from older volunteers who were retired on the social and value scales (see Footnote 1).
Limitations of the Study
Our study has several limitations. First, our response rates were only 51% and 55% for the SMHSI and RSVP samples, respectively. In addition, participants and nonparticipants in each sample differed on some characteristics. For example, in the RSVP sample, younger volunteers were proportionately more likely to participate in the study than older volunteers; in the SMHSI sample, male volunteers were proportionately more likely to participate in the study than female volunteers.
Furthermore, when we tested the configural invariance of the multifactor model, constraining model specifications to be the same for each group while allowing coefficient values to vary, ' To directly compare the findings of the Marriott Seniors Volunteerism Study (Marriott Senior Living Services, 1991) with the results of the present study, we conducted three contrasts. For each contrast, the analyses were done on the combined Retired and Senior Volunteer Program and Scottsdale Memorial Health Systems Incorporated samples. The first contrast compared single and divorced or separated volunteers with married volunteers on their protective motive scores. The results indicate that married volunteers (M = 3.01) scored significantly lower on protective motive scores than single and divorced or separated volunteers (M = 3.61),F(1, 563) = 10.11, p < .003. The second and third contrasts compared retired volunteers with full-and part-time employed volunteers on the Social and Values scale scores. Neither contrast was significant. For the Social scale scores, the means for retired volunteers and for employed volunteers were 3.04 and 3.10, respectively, F(l, 550) = 0.27, p > .59. For the Value scale scores, the means for retired volunteers and for employed volunteers were 5.51 and 5.69, respectively, F(l, 550) = 1.12, p > .29. the results were mixed.
2 Some fit indices were within acceptable ranges (i.e., the RMSEA was .049, ns), whereas others were borderline (i.e., the CFI and the IFI were .88). As were the tests of the multifactor model in each sample, the test of configural invariance across samples was a strong test. As the number of degrees of freedom in a model increases, the strength of the model test increases, as do the "opportunities" for model misfit. Thus, although the fit indices from the multifactor model with 390 dfa and the configural invariance model with 780 dfs varied from borderline to acceptable, the general conclusion is that the multifactor model is a moderately well-fitting model that has been shown to generalize across different samples. In fact, in the two separate samples used in the present study as well as in samples of college students and middle-aged adults used in another study (Clary et al., 1998) , the six-factor, first-order model of motivation to volunteer has been shown to provide an adequate fit to the data. A second limitation of our study pertains to our decision to focus on active volunteers. It is an empirical question as to whether the results would have been different had we focused on older adults who were being recruited to volunteer for an organization. This issue can be addressed in future research by comparing the volunteer motives of active volunteers and people potentially interested in volunteering or by conducting a longitudinal study of the volunteer motives of people potentially interested in volunteering.
A third limitation is that we asked volunteers to rate how important or accurate each of 30 reasons was for why they engaged in volunteer work. This approach assumes that volunteers know the real reasons for their actions. Relatedly, reasons may represent justifications for volunteer work that are generated on a post hoc basis as opposed to motivations that are springboards for volunteer work. One way to validate the VFI in future research would be to have potential volunteers complete the VFI and then watch persuasive appeals for volunteering that emphasize different motives (e.g., social vs. career). Individuals high in the career motive should exhibit greater arousal as measured by skin conductance responses (Dawson, Schell, & Filion, 1990) when they are exposed to the career-oriented as opposed to the social-oriented persuasive appeal. Similarly, individuals high in the social motive should exhibit greater arousal when they were exposed to the social-oriented as opposed to the career-oriented persuasive appeal.
A fourth limitation is that we chose to focus on site-specific assessment of motivation to volunteer and frequency of volunteering. It is possible that a global approach to assessment would yield a different factor structure for motivation to volunteer or a different pattern of correlations with frequency of volunteering.
Finally, we used items from a single scale as indicators of volunteer motivation. Because all the items were assessed using the same format, method variance may have contributed to the pattern of findings observed from the factor analyses. In addition, the question arises as to whether support for the six-factor model is contingent on using items from the VFI as indicators of volunteer motivation. For example, would a factor analysis of a measure with an equal number of altruistic and egoistic items be more likely to provide support for the bipartite model of volunteer motivation? This issue can be addressed in future research by using multiple formats and by using indicators from various motivation to volunteer measures.
Implications for Research
Compared with young and middle-aged adults, older adults are much less motivated to volunteer by career concerns (Clary et al., 1998) . However, other work-related rewards may serve as especially strong motives for volunteering by older adults. Specifically, volunteering, as a type of unpaid work, can provide opportunities to engage in activities that promote a sense of usefulness (Fischer & Schaffer, 1993) . Midlarsky (1991) postulated that individuals are motivated to help others, partly because of outcomes related to a sense of competence. Because older adults in the United States have been depicted as occupying a roleless role (Riley, Kahn, & Foner, 1994; Rosow, 1985) , they may be more likely than younger adults to volunteer to fulfill needs related to competence (Lawton, 1985) . Therefore, it would be interesting to develop a measure that explicitly focuses on competence and usefulness as a motive for volunteering. Researchers could use this measure to determine whether (a) there are age differences in competence and usefulness motive scores and (b) competence and usefulness motive scores are stronger predictors of frequency of volunteering as age increases.
Implications for Practice
Motivation to volunteer among older adults is a multidimensional construct composed of distinct but related dimensions. Clary and his colleagues (Clary et al., 1998; Clary, Snyder, Ridge, Miene, & Haugen, 1994) have demonstrated that college students are more likely to intend to volunteer when they are exposed to persuasive messages that are tailored to then-most salient motive for volunteering. Volunteer coordinators seeking to recruit older adult volunteers can use the VFI to ascertain the importance of the various motives for volunteering in their target population. For example, if our findings based on active older volunteers are generalizable to older adults who are being recruited to volunteer, then older adults are motivated to volunteer mostly by the values, understanding, and enhancement dimensions. This knowledge can be used to develop appeals to older adults to volunteer that emphasize the opportunities volunteering provides for (a) acting on beliefs about the importance of helping others; (b) learning about oneself and the world in which one lives; and (c) feeling useful and good about oneself.
